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EVALUATION OF IDENTIFICATION AND PREASSESSMENT PXOCEDURES INKANSAS

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this research evaluation project was twofold: (a) to
assess the effectiveness of new state quidelines for determining eligibility
and placement of students in the areas of learning disabilities, behavioral
disorders, and speech/language; and (b) to assess the effectiveness of
instructional programming options and screening procedures used prior to
referral for placement of students in special education which have recently
been mandated by stat: regulations as "preassessment" procedures.

"Nine sites, representing approximately 15% of the local education
agencies (LEAs) in tnhe state participated in the study. Data was collected
through examination of student files and interviews with school personnel.
It was found that state guidelines were generally followed and that
evaluations were comr-ehensive and appropriate. Two weaknesses were
identified: (a) observations were generally inadequate, and (b) diagnostic
testing for educational planning was minimal for students referred for
learning disabilities or behavior disorders.

Wide variability was found in the way preassessment was being
implemented in LEAs. Three critical factors differentiated successful from
unsuccessful preassessment. They were: (a) accurately describing the
student's problem, (b) using direct, apprcpriate interventions, and (c)
evaluating the outcome of the interventions. Preassessment procedures were
generally not used for students referred for a suspected speerh/language
problem. Listricts where preassessment was being effectively implemented
had a much lower rate of referral to comprehensive evaluaticn than districts
where preassessment was not functioning successfully.

Interviewees frequently emphasized the reed for resources to provide
services for students referred but not placed in special education.




The purpose of this evaluation study was twofold: (a) to assess the
effectiveness of new state guidelines for determining eligibility and
placement of students in the areas of learning disabilities, behavioral
disorders, and speech/language; and (b) to assess the effectiveness of
instructionai programming options used prior to referral for plucement of
children in special education called "preassessment" which have been
mandated recently by state regulations.

The study addressed the fcllowing questinons related to the evaluation
of the guidelines:
1.
2.

How closely were the new guidelines being followed?

How did the personal philosophies of regular teachers, special
education teachers, school psychologists, directors of special
education and regular education administrators affect the outcome
of comprehensive evaluation arnd the deiivery of special education
services?

How camprehensive were diagnostic evaluations?

Were appropriate and valid tests and rating scales used?

Did the information obtained through lehavioral observation
contribute to the proper determination of handicapring conditions?
Were other data (e.g. grades, attendance, and medical records) of
value in evaluation?

Were other possible handicapping conditions given due
consideration?

were other nonhandicapping conditions, otherwise known as
exclusionary criteria, properly determined not to be the cause of
the student's difficulty (e.g. environmental, cultural or =conomic
disadvantage or low ability)?

Were the specific criteria for identification met as specified in
the guidelines? 1If a student was identified without meeting the
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specific criteria in the guidelines, were the reasons for the
ex~eption based on other valid criteria?

The study also addressed the following questions related to the
evaluation of the preassessment procedures:

1.
2.

To what degree were preassessment requirements being carried out?
Were administrative procedures for implementing preassessment
requirements adequate, well defined and consistently followed?
What effect did the personal philosophies of regular teachers,
special education teachers, school psychololists, directors of
special education and regular administrators have on which
students were referred for preassessment and the results of the
preassessment process?

Were the data collected for preassessment of value in making
recamendations to regular teachers for instructional programming
options and for making decisions whether to refer?

Did information obtained through behavioral observation contribute
to the ability of the preass<ssment committee to make
recommendations to regular teachers about instructional
programming options and about decisions regarding referrals?

What were the instructional programming options attempted by
regular teachers before referral for preassessment and how
effective were they?

What were the instructional programming options that were
recormended by the preassessment committee and how effective were
they?

Were the instructional programming options recommended by the
preassessment committee effectively implemented by the regular
classroom teacher?

The above questions focused on problems that have been the subject of
numerous reports by both federal and state agencies concerning the problem
of proper identification of handicapped children, especially the learning
disabled (LD) and students w.th behavioral disorders (BD). Several federal
reports conducted during the 1980's noted contributing causes to the problem
of improper identification of students served as LD. The causes included:
(a) attitudes and judgments of regular class teachers, (b) liberal
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eligibility ¢ ‘teria, and (c) lack of general education alternatives for
children who experience problems in the regular class. The Seventh Anaual
Beport (U.S. Department of Education, 1985) noted that while the m=iber of

mentally retarded served declined, the number of learning disabled served

increased. Further, the report noted that while the number served in the
speech/language (S/L) category was decreasing, the percent cf the populotion
served was increasing. In the Seventh Annual Report (U.S. Department of
Education, 1985) it was also pointed out there was an "...increasing
recognition that current diagncstic and .ssessment procedures may not
clearly discriminate among certain handicapping conditions. resulting in the
inability, in some instances, to accurately assign handicapped children to a
particular category with a high degree of confidence." (p.7)

Concern over identification of handicapped children also has been the
subject of two special investigations by the Legislative Division of Post
Audic of the State of Kansas (1983, 1985). The fir:¢ investigation
(Legislative Division of Post Audit, 1983) addressed the problem of variance
in the percentage of students pl-ced by LEAs across ' . state, while the
second investigation addressed the issue of rising coscs in the provision of
s, ecial education services.

The important implications of these state reports were realized by the
response from the Kansas Association of Special Education Administrators
(1985). They recommended that the defirition and criteria for placement in
special education programs be revised to insure that cppropriate placements
continue to be made. In response to these recommendations the Kansas State
Department of Education (KSDE) initiated a number of strategies. Tr= two
most important were: (a) the development of more specific procedures and
criteria for the identification of those in the categories of learning
disabilities, behavioral disorders and speech/language; and (b) the
development of additional screening procedurces for all handicapping
categories prior to comprehensive evaluations for placements in special
education. The former were put into state guidelines for identification.
The latter strategy is known as preassessment. Specific guidelines were
developed for the areas of learning disabilities, behavior disorders, and
speech/language. These guidelines included specific criteria and procedures
for evaluating and identifying students referred in these three categories.

6
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With respect to preassessment, state regulations (Kansez. Administrative
Regulations, 1985) require that before a student can be referred for
evaluation: (a) the student be presented with learning experiences within
the regular education setting which are appropriate for his/her age and
ability; and (b) it be cetermined that the student’s potential for learning
has not been achieved in the regular education environment. A manual
(Prexssessment Resource Material, 1985) was developed as a guide for
implementing preassessment in the schools. Key elements in the recommended
procedures were: (2a) formation of a preassessment team, (b) obtain
information on the student from records, parents, and teachers, (c) observe
the student, (d) recommerd and implement interventions in the regular school
setting, and (e) evaluate results of the interventions.

Although several efforts had already been made to evaluate
identification and screening procedures, the data indicated that: (a) there
remained serious problems in identifying handicapped children; and (b)
establishing criteria for consistent screening and specific guidelines for
the identification of handicapped students might not solve the problem. It
was believed that only through in-depth case studies of a large
representative sample of both students identified as handicapped and
students referred but not found to be handicapped would it be possible to
determine the effectiveness of the new guidelines and screening procedures.
The most convincing evidence of the inadequacy of other approaches was their
history of failure in isolating vroblems in identification with enough
detail to give guidance in making needed charge.



CHAPTER 2

This chapter provides a description of the project's sampiing,
instrument development, data collection and data analysis procedures.

Sample

The selection of the sample for the study involved four considerations:
(a) incidence rates, (b) LEA size, (c) LEA type, and (d) willingness to
participate. For purposes of the study, the major consideration in sample
selection was incidence rate. The project staff believed that varying
incidence rates indicated differential operation of factors influencing
identification procedures. They hypothesized that personal pnilosophies,
test instruments, observation scales, academic and behavior data, and
consideration of nonhandicapping conditions might pe influencing factors.
These became the focal points of investigation in the interview phase of
data collection.

Data for detemmining the incidence rates ior both the State and
individual LEAs were available at KSDE. This data was calculated for all
LEAs for the years 1985, 1986, and 1987. These charts of the LEAs'
incidence rates are in Appendix A. An examination of the incidence rates
generated a pool of LEAs which varied two or more standard deviations from
the State average, and some that approximated the average. The pool
represented LEAs that for two years evidenced this type of wueviation or
approximation in one or more of the three categories. From this pcool, LEAs
of varying size were selected. The project staff wanted to determine if
size was an influencing factor in the implementation of preassessment
procedures and if size affected the identification process.

Although Kansas is considered a predominately rural state, there are
several urban and suburban centers in the State. Therefore a diverse
representation of LEA types was sought. The project staff considered this
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important in order to lend credibility to the study. It would alsc provide
the information necessary to determine if the type of LEA was a factor in
the {mpleamentation of preassessment.

The final consideration ir the sumple selection was consent by the LEAs
to participate. Several LEAs which met the first three criteria were asked
to participate in the study but declined for various reasons.

Nine sites, representing 15% of the local education agencies (LEAs) in
the state participated in the study. The sample included one of the larger
urban areas in Kansas (Site #5), a large suburban =rea in the state (Site
#6), two small LEAs (Sites #5 & #9), a small special education cooperative
made up of two small districts (Site #7), a small special education
cooperative made up of three rural school districts (Site #2), a large
special educati,n cooperative made up of a medium-sized city and eleven
rural school districts (Site #4), and two medium-sized special education
cooperatives made up of a small city and five rural school districts (Sites
#1 & #8). The sample included LEAs which had incidence rates that were more
than one standard deviation below and above the State average, and some that
approximated the average. A chart of incidence rates for the categorical
areas of concern is reported for the LEAs participating in the study in
Appendix A.

Grades 1, 4, 7 and 10 were targeted for data collection. Only students
recently referred (within the past year and a half) were selected for data
collection. Among small LEAs, students were not always found with the
specific har.; @-s sought at the correct grade levels; therefore, in these
cases studer = {om +, ades K or 2 were substituted for grade 1, from 3 or 5
for grade :, Ffr-«. . o 8 for grade 7 and from 9 or 11 for grade 10. Each
school was af v»* -2 select forty-eight cases for study — twelve at each of
the foir va _:ced grade levels. Of the twelve at each grade level, four
each were from the categories of learning disabilities, behavioral disorders
and speech/language. One of the four in each category was a student who was
believed to be seriously handicapped. A second student had a mild handicap.
A third student was either an exception to the identification guidelines or
was considered to be a borderline case. The fourth student was one who was
referred for a suspected handicap but determined after an evaluation not to
be handicapped. The project staff assigned the label of severe, mild or

9
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bordurline to the student sample based on the number of hours of special
education services the student received. A chart reporting the numbers of
files reviewed by grade level, category of disability, and severity

classification is attached in Appendix B. Numbers and types of student

files reviewed .n each LEA are also presented in Appendix B.

As the data in Appendix B show, no LEA was able to generate 48 files.
The number of files reviewed ranged from a high of 41 files in Si‘e 6 to a
low of 20 files in Site 5. The sample for LD was the largest one in the
study and comprised the largest representation in each of the four
categories of seriously handicapped, mildly handicapped, borderline and non-
handicapped. The speech/language sample was the smallest in the study.
Within this group the tenth grade sample was noticeably the smallest across
LEAs. A sample of students referred for speech/language but not placed in
the program was unavailable for the tenth grade.

From the student file review a pool of personnel who served on
identification teams was generated. From this pool regular education and
special education personnel were randomly selected to participate in the
interview phase of data collection. The number and type of staff available
to be interviewed varied across LEAs of differing size. However, in each
LEA the project staff interviewed the Director of Special Education, special
education instructional staff, related services personnel, regular education
instructional staff, and regular education administrators. The numbers and
types of staff interviewed in each LEA are also presented in Appendix B.

Instrument Development

During the first phase of the project, instruments for data collection
were developed by the staff. Input was provided by members of the Kansas
State Department of Education with expertise in either instrument
development or in the categorical areas under consideration. Four
checklist-type instruments were developed to record information from student
records. For the interviews eleven questionnaire forms with both structured
and unstructured questions were developed.

Members of the project’s Advisory Committee critiqued the data

10
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collection forms and recommended changes. The evaluation consultant also
reviewed the forms and suggested changes to refine the instruments.
Although only r.e field testing was originally planned, the project

.staff were able to conduct a preliminary field test at the Youth Center at

Topeka (YCAT). Two student files were reviewed and four interviews were
conducted. Following this field testing, the interview forms underwent a
radical revision while only minor changes were made in the student record
forms. The project staff decided to color code the interview forms to
assist in distinguishing them.

During this field test the project staff checked for interviewer
reliability. The two staff members interviewed school personnel together,
while recording responses separately. The staff them reviewed their
recorded data to assess how closely it matched. This procedure of ..easuring
interviewer reliability was continued at each site during the study.
Together the staff interviewed Special Education Directors and, where
available, Assistant Directors. These interviews provided the data for the
measure of interviewer reliability.

A second field test was conductod September 8-16, 1986, at Unified
School District (USD 501), Topeka. During the field testing, the following
procedure was implemented for student record selection:

1. The files of ore elementary and one secondary student who had

been referred for LD, BD, or S/L problems but not placed in
special education were reviewed.

2. The files of one elementary and one secondary student referred

and placed in an LD program were reviewed.

3. The files of one elementary and one secondary student referred

and placed in a BD program were reviewed.

4. The files of one elementary and one secondary student referred

and placed in S/L services were reviewed.

Following this procedure, eight student files were reviewed. From a
pool of personnel generated by the file review, ten school staff persons
from both regular and special education were interviewed. After this field
testing, minor changes were made in the student record forms. However, the
interview forms underwent extensive revision. The psychologist’s interview
form was shortened and a school social worker'’s interview form was created.

11
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Questions relating to test data interpretation and use were added to all
forms. The final revision was the addition of a question relating to
inservice training which was appended to the preassessment interview forms.
In their final form the student record collection forms and the interview
forms evidenced face validity in that they elicited the data the project
staff intended. Student data forms and interview forms may be found in
Appendix C.

Data Collection

In late September, 1986, the data collection phase of the project was
initiated. From September to the end of Apiil, 1987, the project staff
collected data from nine sites across the state. The staff reviewed 234
student records and conducted 268 interviews. The number of records
reviewed and interviews conducted at the sites are givern in Table 1.

Table 1
Student Records Reviewed and Interviews Conducted by Site

views
26
22
44
38
21
48
23
27
19

The number of student files reviewed at each site was determined by the
ruler for sample selection for the record review. Student records from
grades 1, 4, 7 and 10 were reviewed for data collection. When student

12
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records were not available at a specific grade level for the categories
under study, the project staff implemented a substitution procedure. The
procedure involved using student records of the grade level immediately
-below the targeted grade. If records were not available, the grade level
immediately above the target grade was used. If records were not found at
this grade level, the sample was considered unavailable.

At each site the student record review generated o pool of names of
professional staff who had served on preassessment or comprehensive
evaluation teams. From this pool the project staff divided personnel into
categories of those to be interviewed: regular education teachers from
various grade levels, special education teachers from each targeted
category, administrators representing various educatvional facilities within
the district/coop, and related services personnel. Within each category of
personnel, individuals were selected on a random basis to be contacted for
interviewing. Interviews were strictly voluntary. If the selected
iadividual declined to be interviewed, a second person tithin that category
was randomly selected to be contacted for interviewing. All Directors of
Special Education and, where available, ~oordinators or supervisors of
special services were interviewed. Counselors who were interviewed were
administered either the administrator’s interview form or the reguler
education teacher’s interview form. The determination of the type of form
administered was based on the function of the counselor within the
district/coop. Some counselors served as administrative representatives on
identification teams and were interviewed with the administrator’s form.
Others served in a capacity similar to that of classroom personnel on the
teams and were interviewed with the regular teacher’s form.

Analysis

The project staff prepared the student file data and the interview data
for entry onto the mainframe computer. The staff developed numerical codes
to transfer student data and interview data to coding sheets. In corder to
preserve the integrity of the data, the staff created specific categories
for data recorded as "other." They also recorded the frequency with which
these specific categories were reported.

13




1n order to code the interview data, the staff first created categories
for responses to specific questions. After the categories were creasted, the
staff coded the response to each interview question under the category which
most closely conveyed the intent of the response. Since the interviews
provided the qualitative aspect of the study, the staff were careful to
preserve the individual intent of the responses.

The staff coded all student file information and interview responses
numerically onto coding sheets. The data processing staff of the State
Department of Education entered the data onto the mainframe computer. These
files were down-loaded onto floppy disks and transferred onto a
microcomputer for analysis. Prcject staff then used the SPSS-PC statistical
package to analyze the encoded data.

The first analysis conducted was a frequency count of each variable on
a district by district basis. The resulting frequency distributions were
reviewed by project staff to locate outlying values. These were checked for
accuracy in data entry, and any errors were corrected. Files containing the
results for individual districts were then joined for analysis of data
across the entire sample for each type of handicapping condition being
studied. Frequency counts for each variable were once again computed for
the whole sample. The sample was then grouped according to the students’
severity classifications, and frequency counts were calculated. Finally,
the sample was grouped according to district incidence rate and frequency
counts were calculated for these groups.

For qualitative types of data, frequency counts were computed for each
variable. The categories previously assigned were then reviewed to see if
categories having low frequency counts could be conceptually grouped
together in order to obtain larger counts. Those low-frequency categories
which could not be combined were then included in the category labeled
"other."

For quantitative data, means and standard deviations were ccaputed for
selected variables for the whole sample and for groupings based on the
students’ severity classification. An analysis of variance and post-hoc
group contrasts were conducted on the aptitude and achievement variables.
Finally, a correlation matrix was constructed for variables of interest and
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tests were conducted regarding the significance of the correlation between
peirs of variables within the matrix.




CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

The findings of the research project are presented in two major parts.
The first section presents the findings from the review of student files.
The second section presents the findings from the interviews of local
education agency personnel.

Findings From Student Files

This section discusses the findings of the research project regarding
student file data. It is divided into three subsections: speech/language
(S/L), behavior disordered (BD), and learning disabled (ILD). The findings
address demographic characteristics, preassessment, ard comprehensive
evaluation data within each category. The findings also address the
differences of the data across varying severity classifications (nét placed,
borderline, mild, and severe).

Speech/Language Category

The project staff reviewed 67 files which were categorized as
speech/language for purposes of the study. This sample represented 26% of
the (254) files reviewed. The project staff classified the sample in the
following manner: 16%—referred but not placed; 24%—borderline or rule
exception; 34%—mild; and 25%—severe. This classification was based or
either the state of Kansas's or LEA's severity rating scale or, for
districts not using a severity rating scale, the amount of time a student
received S/L services. The state severi.y rating scale is a means of rating
students for the purposes of determining student eligibility and
prioritizing pupils for participation in services. Ratings ar- assigned for
each area of communication (articulation, language, fluency, and voice).
The numbers range fiom 0 (normal) to 4 (severe). A rating of 1 reflects a
developmental difficulty, 2 is mild, and 3 a moderate problem. The state
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guidelines recommend that only students assigned a rating of 3 or 4 receive
direct services.

Since the research project targeted specific grades (first, fourth,

-seventh, and tenth), the distribution of the sample across grade levels

tended to cluster at these g-ades. The findings indicated that kindergarten
through second grade contained 43% of the sample and third through fifth
grade contained 34%. Grades sixth through eighth comprised 15% of the
sample, while ninth grade had 6%. No students above grade 9 who met the
selection criteria were located.

The students in the sample were predorinantly white (84%), followed by
black (8%), Asian/Pacific Islander and Hispanic (3% each). Males composed
57% of the S/L sample, while females compnsed 43%. English was the
predominant language for 94% of the students. There was no record for the
6% for whom English was not the predominant language that English as a
Second Language (ESL) services were provided. No information regarding
these services could be located in half the student files and the remaining
half indicated that the student did not receive ESL services.

Concerning retention and the number of schools attended, 70% of the
sample had never been retained and about half (46%) had attended only one
school. Approximately 34% of the studerts had attended two or three
different schools, while 12% had attended four to eight. Eight percent of
the files lacked information on retention or number of schools attended. It
should be noted that changes such as those from elementary to secondary
school were counted as changes in schools. It should also be kept in mind
that the S/L sample was predominantly of grade school age.

Sixteen percent of the sample had not been absent from school the
previous year, while 51% had experienced one to ten absences. Twenty
percent of the students were absent eleven to twenty days, and five percent
experienced more than twenty absences. The greatest number of absences was
sixty-one. Six percent of the files contained no information on absences.

Review of Kansas Minimum Competency Test data indicated that 51% of the
sample had not been tested and that 27% had no information in their files.
Cnly 22% of the files contained minimum competency test data. Of this
sample, 80% passed math and 66% passed reading. The Kansas Minimum
Competency Test is given in grades 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10.




In the sample, 72% of the files had information relating to group
achievement testing. The population mean for the group tests was 100 and
the stardard deviation 15. The mean standard score of this sample was 98.52
with a standard deviation of 15.80. The scores ranged from a low of 65 to a
high of 128.

Thirty-seven percent of the sample had received previous educational
services. These included audiological services, special reading or math
classes, counseling services, and gifted services.

In order to ascertain the socio-econamic status of the sample, data was
ccllected on students qualifying for free or reduced lunch. Of the S/L
sample, 36% qualified for free or reduced lunch and 6% of the files
contained no information in this regard.

Only one student in the sample was a child in need of care. Ninety-
four percent of the sample were children of one or two—parent homes, while
3% were under the guardianship of grandparents or other relatives. One file
contained no information.

Hearing and visicn screening data indicated that 90% of the sample
passed the screenings. Eight percent of the sample failed hearing
screening and 6% failed vision screening. Three percent of the files
contained no information on hearing screening and 5% lacked vision data.

Twenty-one percent of the sample exhibited significant medical
histories, which included otitis media, asthma, and operation for vocal
nodules. Seventy-three percent cf the sample had normal medical histories,
and six percent of the files contained ro information.

Preassessment. Wwhile preassessment was a major area of invectigation
ir the study, the data indicated that very little preassessment activity was
occurring in the area of speech and language. Of the 67 files reviewed,
nineteen (approximately 28%) contained documentation of preassessment. The
most common types of documentation were locally-developed checklists
followed by checklists taken from the state guidelines. Observations of S/L
students during preassessment were rarely conducted. Only 3% of the files
documented tre use of observation as an approach for gathering data on
students prior to referral. when observation data was collected, it was in
the classroom setting.




The most frequently cited reason for referral for S/L services was
articulation problems (46%), followed by language problems (16%), voice
(13%), and fluency (10%). Forty percent of the students in the S/L sample
‘were referred as a result »f S/L screening and 34% by teachers. However,
this last percentage may be artificially high because in some cases the
speecth/language clinician requested the classroom teacher to refer a student
for evaluation if the student failed the screening.

The use of preassessment teams for S/L problems was minimal, despite
state requirements for preassessment. Approximately 10% of the referrals
were reviewed by preassessment teams. The principal and classroom teacher
were most frequently documented as participating or these teams, followed by
the S/L clinician and the school psychologist.

Because of the scarcity of preassessment documentation, the files
contained little information on recommended interventions or on specific
reasons for referral. Only one file contained data on a recommended
intervention to the classroom teacher for a student prior to referral for
comprehensive evaluation. Over 85% of all the files did not contain
information regarding the specific reason for referral. The findings
indicated that the general area of concern was aocumented on the referral
form but that further elaboration with regard to its effect on classroom
behavior, classroom learning, or on peer interaction was not described as
part of preassessment. Of the files that documented areas of concern
(approximately 15%), 44% noted language as an area of concern, 33% noted
articulation, 30% voice, 20% auditory skills, and 0% fluency.

C i io Multidisciplinary teams for the
speech/language category were small compared to other categories in the
study. The teams generally were composed of the speech/language clinician,
principal and classroom teacher. The percentage of files in which specific
personnel were documented as serving on the multidisciplinary teams are
illustrated in Table 2 (n=67).




Table 2
Multidisciplinary Team Mambers for Speech/Language Evaluations

—— Position Percentage
Spsech/language clinician 96%
Classroam teacher 61%
Principal 55%
Other (including parents) 13%
School psychologist 9%
Special education coord.natos 6%
LD teacher 5%
Audiologist 5%

Forty-five percent of S/L files contained cCocumentation that some type
of review of the student’s educational performance had been conducted. The
purpose of such a procedure is to meet the requirements of two state
regulations. One requires evidence that the student’s difficulty has an
"adverse effect on educational performance." The other requires the
clinician (for speech-only referrals) to verify the absence of learning or
behavioral problems through interviews or examination of recoxrds. Thirty
percent of the files contained documentation using forms developed by LEAs.
Fourteen percent of the files contained state-developed checklists which
included: articulation checklist (8%), classroom performance checklist
(5%), fluency checklist (3%), language checklists (2%), and auditory
checkli. . (2%). Fifty-four percent of the files lacked documentation of an
educational performance review.

S/L clinicians conducted their evaluations using a wide variety of test
instruments and diagnostic techniques. The file review indicated 43
different tests or procedures used for evaluation. The ten most fregquently
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used tests or procedures and the percentage of files in which their use was
documented are illustrated in Table 3 (n=67).

Table 3
‘Tests Used in Speech/Language Evaluations

Test ' Percentage
PPVT-R (Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-—Revised) 37%
conversational sample 27%
SPELT (Structured Photographic Expressive Language Test) 25%
PAT (Photo Articulation Test) 24%
CELF (Clinical Evaluation of Language Function) 21%
AAPS (Arizona Articulation Proficiency Scale) 15%
TOLD-P (Test of Language Development-Primary) 15%
Expressive One—Word 13%
TACL-R (Test of Auditory Comprehension of Language) 12%
Goldman Fristoe Test of Articulation 12%

In the sample of S/L referrals who had not passed hearing or vision
screening (n=12), 33% of the files contained data to indicate that
corrections had been made prior to testing, while 67% of the files lacked
this information. In the same sample. 20% of the files noted that
adaptations had been made in the testing procedures to accommodate vision or
hearing problems, while 80% of the files lacked data related to adaptations.
The adaptations included out-of-level testing, testing in native language,
and insistence by school officials that students wear prescribed glasses.

A majority (€3%) of speech/language files contained documentation that
some type of severity rating scale was used. The use of the state severity
rating scale was noted in 27% of the files, and a LEA scale was noted in 36%
of the files. To establish eligibility for speech/language services, the
state speech and language guidelines require that a student meet both
verification procedues and criteria for the severity rating assigned.
However, LEAs can alter these according to their local needs. Each area of
speech/language (articulation, language, voice and fluency) has individual
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verification procedures and criteria. For exaiple, the State of Kansas
Speech/Lanquage Guidelines lists articulation verification procedures as
follows:
(1) Behavior is recorded by parent, teacher or srcciivianguage
pathologist;
(2) Referral is made to the multi-dicciplinary evaluation team for
assessment ;
(3) A multi disciplinary evaluation team staffing for verification is
held.
The documentation found regarding verification procedures in files of
students identified as eligible for S/L services and whether criteria were
met for the various types of S/L problems are illustrated in Table 4.

Table 4
Documentation of Verification Procedures in S/L Files

Verification Procedures

Documented Not Documented NI* N

Articulation 78% 14% 8% 36
Language 75% 18% 7% 28
Fluency 75% 13% 13% 8
Voice 67% 17% 17% 12

Criteria

Met Not Met NI* N

Articulation 58% 22% 19% 36
Language 71% 4% 25% 28
Fluency 38% 25% 38% 8
Voice 58% 8% 33% 12

*NI=No information

For students identified with a language handicap, a language score was
reported using one of the following computations: standard deviation,
language quotient, percentile, or stanine. The most frequently used method
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wvas percentile (50%), followed by language quotient (18%), standard
deviation (7%), and stanine (4%). Twenty-one percent of the files contained
no information about what type of score was used for computing a language
handicap.

The State of Kansas Speech and Language Guidelines state that students
shoula be referred for a camprehensive evaluation if they receive a severity
rating of a four or above. The findings showed that of the seven students
receiving this rating, three were referred for further evaluation while four
were not. Of the nine students in the sample who were referred for further
evaluation, five were referred to an outside agency for some type of
assistance. Often this was a referral for a medical exam to verify a voice
problem.

The itinerant model was the most common type of service delivery for
S/L students. Ninety-five percent of the sample received services within
this model while 4% of the sample received services in the consultative
model and 1% in the resource room. Forty-eight percent of S/L students
received two twenty-minute sessions . week regardless of their severity
rating. However, the findings did indicate that students identified as
having severe S/L problems generally received more minutes of service per
week. Of students receiving 60 minutes/week, 33% were severe. Of students
receiving 90 minutes, 67% were severe; for 100 minutes, 25% were severe; and
for those receiving 120 minutes, 100% were severe. An analysis of variance
was computed for the number of minutes of service per week received by
students classified according to severity level (borderline, mild, severe).
The result of the ANOVA was significant (F=3.56, p=.036). However, an
analysis of variance computed for the number of sessions per week was not
significant (F=2.51, p=.09). The minutes of service and the number of
therapy sessions per week received by the different severity types in the
sample are i'lustrated in Table 5 and Table 6.




Table 5
Minutes of Service Per Week by Severity Level

Minutes pex Week = Borderline Mild Severe
10-29 9% 0% 0%
30-59 18% 29% 14%
6089 0% 5% 5%
90~-120 2% 5% 5%
60/20* 0% 4% 2%
90/60* 0% 0% 2%
Other 0% 0% 4%

(n=16) (n=23) (n=17)

*Number of minutes during ist and 3rd quarters/number of minutes during 2nd
and 4th quarters.

Table 6
Therapy Sessions per Week by Severity Level

Sessions per Week =~ Borderline =~~~ Mild = Severe

1 5% 0% 0%
2 9% 15% 8%
3 1% 3% 3%
4 0% 0% 2%
5 1% 2% 1%
3/1 * 0% 2% 1%
3/2 % 0% 0% 1%
(n=16) (n=23) (n=17)

*Refers to a block system of providing services: number of sessions on the
block/number of sessions off the block. Clinicians typically alternate
which schools are served every other quarter in the block system.

A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed for the degree of
relationship between severity classification and minutes/week of service.
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The degree of correlation was found to be statistically significant (r=.39,
p<.001). A test of the correlation between the number of therapy sessions
per week and severity classification was not significant.

The data indicated that additional interventions were not generally

‘recammended for S/L students. Eight percent of the files (n=67) contained

recamendations for interventions which included: counseling, occupational
therapy, and further evaluation.

The goals and objectives on the individual educational programs (IEP)
closely matched the weaknesses identified in the evaluations. Ninety-eight
percent of the S/L IEPs contained goals and objectives which directly
related to the students’ identified problems. Only 2% of the IEPs failed to
address the weaknesses.

Behavior Disorder Category

The project staff reviewed 83 files which were categorized as behavior
disorder referrals. This sample represented 33% of the (254) files
reviewed. The project staff classified the sample in the following manner:
37%—referred hut not placed; 16%—borderline or rule exception; 25%—mild;
and 22%—severe. This classification was based on the amount of time a
student was enrolled in BD services.

Since the research project targeted specific grades (first, fourth,
seventh, and tenth), the distribution of the sample across grade levels
ter.ued to cluster at these grades. However, among small LEAs, students were
not found with the specific handicap sought; therefore, students from grades
K or 2 were substituted for grade 1, from 3 or 5 for grade 4, from 6 or 8
for grade 7 and from 9 or 11 for grade 10. The findings indicated that
grades kindergarten through second contained 27% of the sample, and third
through fifth grade contained 29%. Sixth through eighth grade comprised 24%
of the sample, while ninth through eleventh grade comprised 20%.

The students in the sample were predominantly white (84%) followed by
Black (11%), American Indian (2%), Hispanic (1%) and Asian/Pacific Islands
(1%). Males composed 83% of the BD sample while females composed 17%.
English was the predominant language of 99% of the students in the sample.
with regard to the one student whose native language was Spanish, that file
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did not indicate participation in an English as a Second Language (ESL)
program.

Concerning retention and number of schools attended, 60% of the sample
_had not been retained, while 30% had been retained once and 4% had been
retained twice. Six percent of the files lacked data on retention. Twenty-
three percent of the sample had attended only one school. Forty-six percent
had attended two or three schools, while one fourth of the sample had
attended four to eight schools. Five percent of +he files contained no
information on different school attendance. Changrs such as those from
elementary to secondary school were included in the count of schools
attended.

Two percent of the sample had not been absent from school the previous
year, while 49% had experienced one to ten absences, 22% hcd experienced
eleven to twenty absences, and 10% twenty-one or mcre. The highest number
was fifty-five absences. Seventeen percent of the files contained no data
on absences.

Review of minimum competency test data indicated that 30% of the sample
had not been tested and 48% had no campetency testing information available.
Cnly 22% of the files contaired data -n minimum competency testing. Of this
sample, 56% passed math and reading while 44% failed both of these areas.

In the sample, 83% of the files contained information related to group
achievement testing. The population mean for the group tests was 100 and
the standard deviation 15. The mean standard score of this sample was 95.59
with a standard deviation of 11.98. Scores ranged from a low of 65 to a
high of 128.

Sixty-six percent of the sample had received previous educational
services. For those receiving services (n=55), 22% received speech/language
services, 28% received Chapter reading, 25% counseling/therapy/social work
services, and 12% Chapter math. Ten percent of the files had no information
and 24% reported no previous services.

In order to ascertain the economic status of the sample, data was
collected on students qualifying for free or reduced lunch. Of the BD
sample, 40% qualified for free or reduced lunch while 46% did not qualify.
Fifteen percent of the files contained no information regarding this
variable.
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Seventy-eicht percent of the sample were children from cnhe or two-
parent homes. Children under the guardianship of a grandparent or other
relative camprised 13% of the sample while children classified as juvenile
delinquents comprised 5%. Two percent of the sample was classified as a
child in need of care and one file contained no information.

Hearing and vision screening data indicated that 86% of the sample
passed hearing screening and 80t passed vision screening. Six percent
failed hearing screening and 15% failed vision. Eight percent of the files
contained no information on hearing screening and 6% lacked vision data.

Sixty-three percent of the sample exhibited significant me’ical
histories which included: allergies/asthma/respiratory problems (17%),
medication for hyperactivity (8%), otitis media (7%) and widely varied otter
difficulties. Thirty-five percent of the sample had normal medical
histories, and 12% of the files contained no health history information.

Preassessment. Collecting data on preassessment was a major thrust of
the study. The findings inaicated that the process was documented in 64 of
the 83 files reviewed. This represented approximately 77% of the cases.
All LEAs used locally-developed forms for preassessment.

Several methods were used to gather information prior to the
preassessment committee’s recommendations. The most common method was a
teacher report (51%). Twenty-two percent of the files documented the use of
observation and 22% documented a behavior checklist as information-gathering
approaches. A counselor report was used in 4% of the files.

The most frequently cited reason for referral was academic
problems/failing grades (60%), followed by inappropriate and aggressive
behavior (48%), inability to build satisfactory interpersonal relationships
(31%), pervasive moods of anxiety (18%) and basic reading deficits (11%).
Of the students referred for preassessment, 65% were identified by teacher
referral, 7% by counselors, 7% by principals, 6% by parents and 1% by the
school psychologist. Eight percent of the files contained no information
concerning the identity of the referring person.

Membership on the preassessment team was documented in approximately
one~-third of the sample. Classroom teachers were reported as serving on
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these teams (in 34% of the files), along with principals (28%), counselors
(17%), psychologists (16%), nurses (10%) and reading specialists (10%).
More than two-thirds of the files contained documentation of
interventions attempted at the preassessment level. The most frequently
‘noted interventions were change of seating, parent contact, and behavior
management techniques. Twenty-one percent of the files lacked data
concerning interventions. The percentage of files in which intervantions
were documented as having been attempted are illustrated ir, Table 7 (n=83).

Table 7
Preassesament Interventions for Students Referred for Behavior Problems

— Interventions Percentage
Change seating 49%
Parent contact 49%
Behavior management techniques 49%
Alternative teaching techniques 34%
Change curricular materials 23%
Punishers 22%
Change amount of work 21%
Student counseling 12%
Consultation with specialists 8%
Private tutoring 8%
Remedial reading 7%
Student conference 7%
Change class schedule 6%
Change instructional grouping 4%
Change teacher 3%
Chapter math 2%

Follow-up procedures were seldom used to ascertain the effectiveness of
recamended interventions. In the BD sample 76% of the files contained no
information of follow-up being conducted. A teacher report was used as
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follow-up in 16% of the files, observations in 6% and a behavior checklist
in 1%.

The project staff had developed a number of questions to obtain
information concerning preassessment observations, but documentation of
cbservations was minimal. Of the 83 BD files, 63 files (76% of the sample)
lacked information on preassessment observations. Of those files having
cbservation data (n=20), the findings indicated that the school psychologist
conducted the observations 30% of the time, another classroom teacher
conducted the observations 15% of the time, speciai sducation teachers and
the assistant principal each 108 of the time, and the school social worker,
counselor and special education ccordinator each 5% of the time.

Of the files with observation data, half had the information recorded
on an observation form. Forty percent had the information in writing but
not on a form. and ten percent had information recorded informally (e.g.,
anecdotal notes).

The narrative report was the most common type of preassessment
observation (47% of those observed). Time sampling accounted for only 5% of
the observations. Forty-seven percent of the observations were classified
as "other" types (i.e., anecdotal notes).

Generally the preassessment observations did not involve observing
otir students for comparison. Only four files documented this practice.
Usually o..y one observation was conducted (53%), while two to four
observations were made in 47% of the cases. Most observations were
conducted in one setting (68%), while 32% were conducted in two or three
settings. The length of time of the preassessment observations are
illustrated in Table 8 (n=20).

29




Table 8
Length of Observations of Students Referred for Suspected Behavior Disorders

— . Observation Length Percentage
15-30 minutes 38%
31-60 minutes 44%
61+ minutes 19%

Comprehensive Evaluation. Multidisciplinary teams for BD placement
were generally composed of the school psychologist, classroom teacher,
principal, school social worker (if available) and special education
teacher. 1In some instances the teams were considerably larger. The
percentage of files in which specific personnel were reported as serving on
the comprehensive ealuation team are illustrated in Table 9 (n=83).

Table 9
Membership of Multidisciplinary Teams for Behavior Disorder Evaluations

Position Percentage
School psychologist 98%
Classroom teacher 61%
Principal 57%
Social worker 46%
LD teacher 43%
Speech/Language cliniciar 35%
Counselor 35%
BD teacher 28%
Special education coordinator 24%
Reading specialist 13%
Nurse 10%
Assistant principal 8%
30
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The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R) was the
most frequently administered aptitude test. Eighty-nine percent of the BD
saple were tested with this instrument; 4% were tested with the Wechsler
Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised (WAIS-R) and 2% with the Kaufman Assessment
Battery for Children (K-ABC). One percent of the sample were tested with
eech of the following: Binet (Form L-M), Binet IV, and Wechsler Preschool
and Primary Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI). One file lacked data concerning
an aptitude measure. The means and standard deviations for the WISC-R
Verbal, Performance arnd Full Scale IQ@s for the four classificetions of the
sanmple are illustrated in Table 10.

Table 10
WISCR IQ Scores of Students Evaluated for a Possible Behavior Disorder

—Classification _Variable Mean S.D.*
Not placed vIa 97.04 13.64
(n=26) PIQ 97.19 12.73

FsIQ 96.81 13.04
Borderling vIQ 102.67 16.15
(n=12) PIQ 97.83 17.42
FsIQ 100.83 17.78
Mild vIQ 93.37 9.30
(n=19) PIQ 97.00 14.08
FsIQ 94.37 11.61
Severe vIQ 87.94 14.07
(n=16) PIQ 95.38 14.41
FsIQ 90.56 13.87

%S .D, = Standard Deviation

To further investigate variability in IQ@ scores across severity
classifications, an analysis of variance was conducted on the Verbal,
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Performance, and Full Scale IQ scores. Only the analsis for the Verbal IQ
proved to be significant (F=3.71, p=.015). Follow-up analysis of multiple
group camparisons within the Verbal IQ data using the Scheffe’ method showed
the difference between the borderline group (who had the highest mean Verbal

'IQ) and the severe group (who had the lowest mean Verbal IQ) to be

significant (p<.05).

Differences between Verbal and Performance IQ scores were computed for
students within each severity classification. The mean and standard
deviation of the amount of difference for each group, as well us the minimum
and maximum amounts for the absolute values of the differences are
illustrated in Table 11.

Table 11
WISC-R Verbal-Performance IQ Differences for Students Evaluated for a
Behavior Disorder

Classification Mean S.D. Min Max N
Not placed 7.54 6.3 1 25 26
Borderline 8.17 8.2 0 28 12
Mild 8.37 5.7 0 21 19
Severe 11.56 7.0 1 22 16

A one-way analysis of variance conducted on the amount of I@ difference
by classification was not significant.

The findings on the achievement data indicated that all students
received at least one measure. Further examination of the data indicated
that 57% of the sample were administered one test, 24% two tests, and 19%
three tests. The Woodcock-Johnson was the most frequently administered test
(83%), followed by the Wide Range Achievement Test (25%), the Key Math (8%),
Peabody Individual Achievement Test (8%), Woodcock Reading Mastery Test
(5%), Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement (5%), and the Brigance and K-
ABC Achievement (less than 5% each). Other achievement tests were adminis-
tered to 22% of the sample. The means for the Woodcock-Johnson Achievement
Cluster scores are illustrated in Table 12.
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Table 12
Standard Scores on the Woodcock-Johnson Achievement Test of Students
Evaluated for a Bshavior Disorder

Clustex =~ Not Placed @ Borderline Mild _Severe

Reading 97.96 101.40 92.15 91.23
Mati 95.65 98.30 87.92 84.77
Written Language 95.69 102.10 91.23 87.69

An analysis of variance was computed for the Woodcock-Johnson
achievement cluster scores grcupaed by severity class?fication. The results
of the ANOVAs were not significant for reading (F=2.37, p=.08), but were
significant for math (F=3.79, p=.015) and written language (F=3.20, p=.03).
Follow-up multiple group camparisons using the Scheffe’ method revealed no
significant group comparisons in the area of math and only a single
significant group comparison for written language: the borderline group
scored significantly higher on written language than did the severe group
(p<.05).

The amount of discrepancy between aptitude and achievement test scores
is not typically used as a diagnostic indicator for BD identification
(although one district in the sample did require at leasc a 12 point
discrepancy for placement). Nevertheless, the means and standard deviations
for the amount of discrepancy between the WISC-R or the modified WISC-R 1@
score and each Woodcock-Johnson achievement cluster score were calculated
for each severity classification. The WISC-R modified IQ score is employed
when a 15 point or more difference between the Verbal and Performance IQ
exists. In that case, the higher of the Verbal or Performance IQ scores is
substituted for the Full Scale IQ score. The results are reported in Table
13.
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Table 13
Discrepancies Between WIS™R and woodcock-Johnson Achievement Clusiter Scores
of Students Evaluated for a Behavior Disorder

Classification Mean S.D, Min Max N

Beading Cluste,
Not placed 9.81 5.56 o] 18 26
Borderline 11.90 7.60 1 25 10
Mild 10.54 8.65 1 29 13
Severe 9.77 8.27 0 22 13
Math Cluster
Not placed 10.12 6.70 o] 25 26
Borderline 13.60 11.07 o] 40 10
Mild 11.38 9.76 o] 28 13
Severe 15.00 11.31 0 31 13
Wr.cten Language Cluster
Not placed 10.62 7.98 o] 26 26
Borderline 13.40 6.65 0 24 10
Mild 9.46 7.08 1 26 13
Severe 13.00 8.77 1 28 13

An analysis f variance was conducted to investigate the degree of
variability in discrepaicy scores among severity classifications. The
results of the analysis showed no significant differences in discrepancy
scores among groups for the areas of reading, math, cr written language.

Additionil test data crollected on the BD sample indicated that the
majority (80%) were administered other tests in addition to achievement
tests (bechavior rating scales and personality/emotional measures are not
included in these "other" tests—see below). Over a third of the sample
(?5%) had three or more additicnal tests administered while 24% were given
two, and 21% ore additional test. Twenty-one percent of the sample had no
additional tests administered and uvne file lacked informztion on this
variable. The percentage of cases receiving certain other tests are




illustrated in Table 14 {n=83). In addition to those listed below, fifteen
other tasts were each administered to less than 5% of the sample.

Table 14
Other Tests Administered to Students Evaluated for a Behavior Disorder

— Tests Percentage
Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt 52%
Peabody Picture Vocabulary

Test_—Revised (PPVT) 27%
Speech/L7aguage screening 20%
Visual-Aural Digit Span (VADS) 14%
Beery Test of Visual-Motor

Integration (VMI) 8%
Draw-A-Person (developmental) 8%
Written language sample 8%
Vineland Adaptive Behavior 6%

A social/behavioral diagmostic measure is an important factor in the
determination of a behavioral problems. In the state of Kansas a behavior
rating scale is required by regulations for the comprehensive evaluation of
a student with behavioral problems. The fact that 39% of the sample either
had no scale administered or lacked documentation of this information in
their files is cause fcr concera. While 20% of the s-mple received one
scale, 41% vere administered two or more behavicr scales. The various
scales zdministered to the sample are listed in Table 15 (n=5%1).
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Behavior Rating Scales Administered to Students Evaluated for a Behavior

Type Percentage
Behavior Evaluation Scale 47%
Burk's Behavior Rating Scale 35%
Behavior Rating Profile 18%
Eyeberg or Achenbach 16%
Devereaux. Behavior Rating Scale 16%
Others (e.g., Walker) 18%

The project staff also collected data related to observations. Kansas
regulation K.A.R. 91-12-55(a)(2) requires that at leas. one evaluation team
member other than the child’s regular teacher shall observe the child's
educational performance in the regular classroom setting. Sixty-seven
percent of the files contained documentation of observations while 33% of
the files lacked this data. Of the files containing observational data, 34%
had data recorded or. an observ: “ion form while 67% had results recorded in
writing, but not on a form. The staff categorized the recorded observations
according to types. These are reported in Table 16 (n=5s&).

Table 16

Types of Observations Conducted During Camprehensive Evaluations of Students
Referred for a Behavior Disorder

Tvpe Perceiitage
Narrative 52%
Time sampling 34%
Percentage count 13%
State of Kansas LD form 2%
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The state of Kansas BD guidelines recommend that the observation
involve other students for comparison. Fifty-four percent of files with
observation data (n=5€) indicated that another student was also observed,
vhile 46% had no information to indicate that this procedure had been
carried out.

Approximately half (48%) of the files with observation data recorded
that students were obssrved only once while 48% of these files showed
students were observed fram two to eight times. Four percent of the files
iacked this information. Of the students observed, most were observed in
one setting (64%). Thirty-two percent of the students were observed in two
to eight settings and 4% of the files lacked information on the number of
settings observed.

Data was also collected on the variable of the number of minutes
observed. These are reported in Table 17 (n=56).

Table 17
Length of Observations for Students Evaluated for Behavior Disorders

Time _ Percentage
15-30 minutes 16%
3i-60 minutes 21%
61+ minutes 25%
No information 38%

The final variable on wnich observation data was collected concerned
the observer. The person documented as having -~onducted the comprehensive
evaluation observation is reported in Tavle 18 (n=56).




Table 18
Person Conducting Observation of Students Evaluated for a Behavior Disorder

—  Observer Percentage
School psychologist 17%
School social worker 16%
BD teacher/consultant 13%
LD teacher 11%
Counselor 1%
Assistant principal 1%
No information 41%

The study found that measures of personality/emotional status were
comonly administered to the BD sample. Ninety-four percent of the cases
contained data related to the administration of such a measure. Further
analysis indicated that while 29% of the total sample had one measure
administered, 65% had two or more measures. The frequency with which
certain measures were us=d are illustrated in Table 19 (n=83).

Table 19
Personality/Emotional Measures Used During Evaluations of Students Referred
for a Behavior Disorder

—  Measwres Percentage
Projective drawings 60%
Sentence completion 41%
Outside agency evaluation 25%
TAT/CAT/Rorschach 23%
Diagnostic interview 11%
Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale 7%
Tasks of Bmotional Development 6%
Hand Test 6%
Other 28%
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Data concernirq environmental status and anecdotal records were
wllected. Generally parents proviced the information for determiniag the
environmental status of a student. 1In 70% of the cases, parents provided
‘the information through an interview, in 12% of the cases through a
questionnaire, and in 1% through a behavior rating scale. 1In one file the
Social Rehabilitation Services provided the information. Seventeen percent
of the files lacked information concerning environmental status. Anecdotal
records were infrequently used in the identification process of BD students.
Only 33% of the files contained anecdotal information. 1In 41% of these
files, the information was provided by the classroom teacher(s). In the
other cases, a variety of personnel provided the anecdotal information,
including the assistant principal, social worker, parent, counselor and
others.

Findings related to the justification for placing a student in a BD
program indicated that aggressive behavior and the inability to maintain
satisfactory 12lationships were the major reasons for placement. The
reasons for placement and the frequency with which they were cited for those
students in the sample who were identified as behavior disordered are listed
in Table 20 (n=54).
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Table 20
Justifications for Placement of Behavior Disordered Students

—  Justification Percentage

Inability to build or maintain 65%
satisfactory interpersonal
relationships

Inappropriate, aggressive, 56%
bizarre, or impulsive
behavior

Pervasive moods of anxiety, 33%

depression, passivity or
withdrawn behavior

Unreasonable fears or 4%
physical symptoms

Delinquency 2%

Other 20%

No information 4%

Eligibilily for services ‘n a BD program is based on behavioral
problems that interfere with a student's educational performance. The staff
reviewed files for documentation which ruled out other factors which might
be interfering with the student’s educational performance (exclusionary
criteria). These factors were usually considered prior to placement in a BD
program and are illustrated in Table 21 (n=54).
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Table 21
Other Factors Considered in Evaluating Students for Behavior Disorders

v__cher_EacI.Qrs Percentage
Low intellectual functioning 98%
Sensory problems 93%
Cultural deprivation 89%
Health problems 98%

The most common type of service model was the resource room. Fifty
percent of the students received this type of service. Twenty-two percent
received services in a self-contained room, 9% through an itinerant model,
4% through a consultative model, and 15% in some other type of model (e.g.,
special day school). Forty-one percent of the sample received services in
an interrelated program while 57% received services in categorical programs.
Oue file lacked information on this variable.

The hours of service per week receive. by identified students within
the sample are illustrated in Table 22 (n=54). The data on hours of service
was influenced by the selection process of the study. The staff selected
the sample based on criteria characterizing students as borderline, mild or
severe. This was based on hours of service received by the student or on
the type of delivery model in which the student received services. Only
four students were allowed in each of the categories at the selected grade
levels. These paramters limited the frequency distribution of this
variable.
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Table 22
Hours of Sexrvice per Week Received by Students Placed as Behavior Disordered

— Hours per Week Percentage
' 1-5 hours 35%
6-15 hours 19%
16-33 hours 41%
No information 6%

The project staff collected data on interventions, other than
placement, that the multi-disciplinary team recommended for students who
were referred for BD programs. The findings indicated that supplemental
sexvices were recommended for over half of the sample (66%). The types of
other services recommended for those students whose files contained these
recamendations are illustrated in Table 23 (n=55).

Table 23
Other Services Recammended for Students Evaluated for a Behavior Disorder

Other services Percentage
Counseling services 33%
Speech/language services 7%
Social work services 6%
Social skills group 5%
Other (alternative education, 42%

behavior modification, physical
examination, etc)

The staff examined documentation to determine if the recuirements of
Kansas'’ definition of behavior disorders were met in the placement of
students. The Kansas definition states in part that it is "...a condition
with one or more behavicral characteristics that are: (1) exhibited at
either a much higher or lower rate than is cppropriate for one's age; (2)
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documented as occurr.ng over an extended period of time in different
environmental settings within the school, home or community, and (3)
interfering consistently with the student’s educational performance..."

[K.A.R. 91-12-22 (c)]. The findings indicated that in the files of students

who were placed (n=54), it was documented in 93% of the cases that the
behavior occurred at a higher or lower rate than is appropriate for one's
age, in 94% of the cases that the behavior occurred over an extended period
of time, and in 100% of the cases that the behavior occurred in different
environmental settings and interfered with the student’s educational
performance. . The sources of documentation were observations, behavior
checklists, anecdotal records, parental interviews, tests and other sources.

The findings indicated that the goals and objectives on Individual
Education Plans (IEPs) usually matched the identified weaknesses as
determined by the evaluations. In 78% of the files of students who were
placed (n=54), this match occurred. In 19% of the placed sample, the data
indicated that some of the goals matched identified weaknesses while others
did not. One case lacked information concerning goals and objectives.

In order to explore relationships among variables of interest, a
correlation matrix was constructed for 45 variables, including the eleven
WISC-R subtest scores. Correlations were tested for significance, but due
to the increased probability of obtaining a significant correlation due to
vandom chance in a matrix this size, the level of significance was set at
p<.001.

For the BD sample, significant relationships were found between gender
and the WISC-R Full Scale IQ score (r=.34) and gender and the month of birth
(r=-.33). Females in the sample tended to have lower Full Scale IQ scores
and tended to ve born earlier in the calendar year.

In analyzing aptitude and achievement scores it was found that the Full
Scale IQ score correlated positively with both the reading (r=.48) and
written language (i=.41) cluster standard scores of the Woodcock-Johnson
Tests of Achievement. The Performance I? correlated with none of the
achievement measures, wh! e the Verbal IQ was correlated with the reading
cluster standard score only (r=.48). All Woodcock-Johnson cluster standard
scores correlated positively with each other (reading/math r=.57,
reading/written language r=.66, math/written language r=.60). The Wide
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Range Achievement Test reading and spelling subtest standard scores

correlated positively with each other, but with no other factors. The Full
Scale IQ correlated positively with all subtest scaled scores, with the

exception of the digit span subtest. These correlations are reported in
‘Table 24.

Table 24
Correlations Between WISC-R Subtests and the Full Scale IQ Score for
Students Referred for a Possible Behavior Disorder

Subtest Correlation (r)
Informa“ion < 70%
Similarities .70%
Arithmetic .52%
Vocabulary .70%
Camprehension .59%
Digit Span .28
Picture Completion .55%
Picture Arrangement .54*
Block Design .59%
Object Assembly .65%
Coding .35%
* = p<.001

For the BD sample the Woodcock-Johnson math cluster standard score was
the only ¢ *itude or achievement factor sigrnificantly related to the
severity rating which was assigned to the student’s handicapping condition
(r=.37). The lower the student’s math score, the greater the number of
hours per week the student was placed in a special education program.

Learning Disabilities Category
The project staff reviewed 104 files which were categorized as learning
disabled. This sample rerresented 41% of the (254) files reviewed. The
project staff classified the sample in the following manner: 34%—referred
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but not placed; 2i%—borderline or rule exception; 24%—mild; and 21%—
severe. This classification was based on tie amount of time a student was
enrolled in LD services.

Since the research project targeted specific grades (first, fourth, and
seventh, and tenth), the distribution of the sample across grade levels
tended to cluster at these grades. However, among small LEAs, sufficient
numbers of students were not always found with the specific handicap sought
at the targeted grade levels. In these instances, students from grades K or
2 were substituted for grade 1, from 3 or 5 for grade 4, from 6 or 8 for

- grade 7 and from 9 or il for yrade iv. The findings indicated that first

and second grade contained 31% of (.. sample, while third, fourth and fifth
grade contained 30%. Twenty-four percent of the sample were in sixth,
seventh and eighth grade, and 15% were in ninth, tenth and eleventh grade.

The students in the sample were predominantly white (86%) followed by
black (10%), Hispanic (4%), and Asian/Pacific Islands (1%). Males camposed
76% of the LD sample while females composed 24%. One hundred percent of the
sample were reported as using English as their primary language.

Concerning retention and the number of schools attended, 64% of the
sample had not been retained, while 31% had been retained once, and 2% had
been retained twice. Three percent of the files lacked data on retention.
Twenty-nine percent of the sample had attended only one school.
Approximately 44% had attended two or three schools, while 23% had attended
four to eight different schools. Four percent of the files ccntained no
information on different school attendance. Changes such as those from
elenentary to secondary schools were included in the count of schools
attended.

Three percent of the sample had not been absent from school the
previous year. Sixty-three percent had experienced one to ten absences, 24%
had experienced eleven to twenty absences, and 3% more than twenty-one.
Thirty-five was the greatest number of absences. Eight percent of the files
contained no data on absences.

Review of minimum campetency test data indicated that 44% of the sample
had not been tested and that 40% had no information in their files regarding
minimum competency test results. Only 14% of the files contained minimum
canpetency test data. Of this sample (n=15), 36% pessed math and readiny
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while 64% failed both of these areas. No student passed the minimum
campetency test in math or reading alone. Two percent of the files

contained data of minimum competency testing from other states. -

In the LD sample, 90% of the files contained information relating to
group achievement test results. The mean standard score of this sample was
87.83 with a standard deviation of 12.15. Scores ranged from a low of 65 to
a high of 123. (The population mean of the group tests used was 100 and the
standard deviation was 15.)

Sixty-six percent of the sample had received previous educational
sarvices, vhilo -28% had not. Six percent of the sample lacked this
information in their files. Previous educational services included:
Chapter reading (56%), remedial math (26%), and speech/language services
(20%). Also provided were other services such as counseling at school or
from an outside agency, private tutoring, and occupational therapy.

In order tc ascertain the economic status of the sample, data was
coilected on students qualifying for free or reduced lunch. Of the 104
students in the LD sample, 32% qualified for free or reduced lunch and no
information was available for 6% of the students.

Ninety-two percent of the sample were children of one or two-parent
homes. Children under the guardianship of a grandparent or other relative
comprised 8% of the sample. One percent of the files contained no
information.

Hearing and vision screening data indicated that 89% of the sample
passed these screenings. Eight percent of the sample failed hearing and
vision screening. Three percent of the files contained no information on
hearing screening and 2% lacked vision data.

Forty-two percent of the students in the LD sample had medical
difficulties recorded in their health histories. 1In this group (n=43)
reported health problems included: otitis media (26%),
allergies/asthma/respiratory problems (16%), seizures (7%), medication for
hyperactivity (7%) and widely varied other difficulties. Fifty-two percent
of the sample had noxrmal medical histories, and 7% of the files contained no
information.
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Preascessment. Preassessent was a major area of investigation in the
stu’y and the data indicated that over a fourth of the files lacked
documentation of preassessment. Of the 104 files reviewed, seventy-five
(approximately 72%) contained documentation of preassessment. All LEAs used
‘locally-developed forms for preassessment which varied from a one~page form
to a five-page document.

Several methods were employed to gather informetion prior to the
preassessment committee meeting to make recommendations. The most common
method was a teacher report (62%), followed by observation (14%), a behavior
checklist (10%), and counselor report (2%). Twenty-eight percent of the
files lacked this information.

The most freguentl, cited reason for referral was academic
problems/failing grades (67%), followed by basic reading deficits (35%),
reading comprehension (12%), written expression (12%), c¢pelling (.1%), and
math calculation (10%). Of the students referred for preassessment, 64%
were referred by the teacher, 15% by the parent, 7% by the counselor, and 4%
by the principal. Three percent of *he files contained no information
concerning the reason for referral, while 7% coitained no information on the
identity of the referring person.

Membership on the preassessment team was documented in approximately
one~-third of the files. Classroom teachers were documented as serving on
these teams in 30% of the files, principals 24%, psychologists 11%,
counselors 10%, nurses 7%, and LD teachers 4%.

More than half of the Iiles (62%) contained documentation of
interventions attamwpted at the preassessment level. Thirty-eight percent of
the files contained no data concerning interventions. The most frequently
cited interventions were changing the student's seating and parent
involvement (each 39%). The percentage of files in which documentation of
that intervention was found are illustrated in Table 25.
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able 25

rnterventions Attempted During Preassessrent of Students Evaluated for
Posaible Learning Disabilities

— Intexrventions Percentage
Change seating 39%
Parant involvement 39%
Alternative teaching tachniques 35%
change curricular materials 31%
Change amount of work 23%
Behavior management 23%
Private tutoring 15%
Remedial reading 10%
Student conference 6%
Change student .esponse modality 6%
Change instructional grouping 5%
Punishers 4%
Remedial math 4%
Alternative education program 3%
Change class schedule 2%
Student counseling 2%
Consultation with specialists 2%

The use of follow-up procedures to ascertain tie effectiveness of
recamended interventions was minimal. In the LD sample, 84% of the files
contained no iurormation regarding whether follow-up had been conducted. 1In
14% of the files, a teacher report was used fcr follow-up, and in 2% of the
files observations or a counselor report were t -,

The project staff had anticipated freque we of observations as a
method for collecting data and had developed a nu.. of questions to record
information about the observations. Since only 13% of the files documented
observations, this data was insufficient for analysis. When utilized,
observations were most often conducted for about 25-30 minutes in the
classroom setting by counselors who recorded the data in n-rrative form.
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Comprehensive evaluation. Multidisciplinary teams for LD placement

vere generally composed of the school psychologist, LD teacher, principal,
and classroom teacher. However in some instances the teams were
considerably larger. The percentage of files in which specific personnel
were document: as serving c.u multidisciplinary teams are illustrated in
Table 26 (n=104).

Table 27
Membership of Multidisciplinary Teams for LD Comprehensive Evaluations

-— Position of Personnel Percentage
School psychologist 96%
LD specialist 77%
Principal 61%
Classxoom teacher 58%
S/L clinician 36%
Counselox 32%
Social worker 25%
Reading specialist 8%
Nurse 7%
Assistant principal 5%
BD specialist 2%

The most frequently administered aptitude test was the Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-K). Ninety-two pexcent of the
LD sample were tested with this instrument, 4% were tested with the Wechsler
Adult Intelligence Scale—Revi ' 1 (WAIS-R), 2% with the Kaufman Assessment
Battery for Children (ABC), and 1% with the Wechsler Preschool and Primar:
Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI). One file lacked data concerning an aptitude
measure. The means and sta-dard deviations of Wechsler Vertal, Performance
and Full Scale IQs for the four classifications of ths sample are
illustrated in Table 27.
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Table 27
Wechsler 1IQ Scores for Students Evaluated for a Iwarning Disability

wlassification vVariable Mean = Standard Deviation

Not Placed viQ 92.46 11.27
(n=35) PIQ 93.43 9.81
FSIQ 92.11 9.46

Borderline via 96.05 10.84
(n=20) PIQ 101.30 10.55
FSIQ 98.05 9.92

Mild viQ 92.40 12.63
(n=25) PIQ 104.68 10.12
FsIa 97.44 9.57

Severe via 35.50 15.76
(n=22) PIQ 95.14 11.58
FsIQ 88.€8 12.66

Because of the apparent variability among clascifications of severity
levels with regard to aptitude scores, an analysis of variance was conducted
for WISCR Verbal, Pe.imnrmai.e. and Full Scale I@ scores for students
classified according to the four severity types. The results of the ANCYA
were significant at the .01 level for Performance (F=6.87, p<.00i) and Full
Scale (F=4.27, p=.007) IQ scores among the severity types, but was not
significant for Verbal IQ scores (F=2.63, p=.054).

Since the one-way analysis of variance was significant for Performance
and Full Scale IQ scores by severity type, a follow-up multiple comparison
test, the Scheffe', was conducted to evaluate which sample means differed
from each other. Because the Scheffe’ method is conservative for pairwise
camparison of means, the level of significance was set at .05. The results
indicated that the mean Performance 1@ of the mild group differed
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significantly {rom that of the not placed and severe groups. No other pairs
were significantly different. For the Full Scale IQ means, the severe group
differed significantly fxom both the mild and borderline groups. No other
group pairs ware sigrificantly different.

Because the amount of difference between the Verbal and Performance IQ
goores 1s frequently used as a diagnostic indicator for learning
disabilities, descriptive statistics were computed for the amount of verbal-
Performance IQ difference for each of the severity classific tiuns.
Descriptive statistics for the aasolute values of the differences found
between WISC-R Verbal and Performance IQ scores are provided in Table 28.

‘ Tabie 28
WIsC-R Verbal-Performance IQ Differences for Students Evaluated for a
' Learning Disability

— —CLASSTFICATION MEAN ST.C:V. MIN MAX n
Not Placed 9.38 7.48 0 28 32
Borderline 11.05 9.12 1 37 20
Mild 16.08 .99 0 36 24
Severe 12.95 12.94 0 42 20

A one-way analysis of variance was calculated for the absrlute value of
the amount of IQ difference by severity classification and found to be
significant (F=2.97, p=.036). Follow-up analyses of groups using the
Scheffe’ method produced a single significant contrast between the mild
group (whicn had the greatest amount of IQ difference) and the not placed
group (which had the least amount of Verbal-Performance difference).

To summarize, the severity classifications differed significantly with
regard to Performance IQ, Full Scale IQ, and amount of Verbal-Performance 1Q
difference, but not Verbal I@. The mild group differed most with regard to
Performance IQ, and for Full Scale IQ@ the severe group was most different.
For Verbal-Performance IQ differences the only significant contrast was
between the mild and not placed groups.

51




The findings on the achievement data ir 'icated that 37% of the sample
were administered one test, 30% two tests, and 34% three or more tests. The
Woodcock-Johison Achievement Battery was the most frequently administered
test (94%) followed by the Wide Range Achievement Test (25%), the Brigance
(13)%, Key Math (7%), Woodcock Reading Mastery Test (6%), and the Peabody
Individual Achievement Test and the Krufman Test of Educational Achievement
(less than 5% each;. Other achievement tests (including diagnostic tests)
were administered to 47% of the sample. One file contained no information
concerning achievement testing. The means for the Wnodcock-Johnson
Achievement cluster scores are illustrated i.. able 29.

Table 29
Mean Standard Scores on the Woodcock-Johnsor Achievement Test of Students
Evaluated for a Learning Disability

Cluster Not Placed Borderline Mild Severe
Reading 92.15 90.43 82.87 76.00
Math 90.47 90.05 84.83 72.29
Written Language 9z.41 92.14 85.68 77.19

(n=34) (n=21) (n=23) (n=17)

To further irvestigate the relationships among achievement scores and
level of severity, a one-way ANOVA was conducted for the woodcock-Johnson
reading, math, and written language cluster scores by severity type. The
results indicated that the sample means differed significantly for the
reading cluster (F=10.13, p<.001), the math cluster (F=12.3, p<.001) and the
written language cluster (F=10.5, p<.001).

Follow-up analysis of differences in pairs of groups using the Scheffe'
procedure showed the not placed group to differ significantly (p<.05) on the
reading cluster score from both the mild and severe groups. The border.:ine
group also differed significantly from the severe group in reading. On the
math cluster score, the severe group differed significantly from all other
severity level groupings. In the area of written language, the severe group
differed significantly from the borderline and not placed groups. To
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sumarize, the group identified as severe was most different from all other
peverity level groups in terms of academic achievement.

Kansas regulations for learning disabilities [K.A.R. 91-7"-58(a)(4)]
require that a student exhibit a significant discrepancy between
intellectual ability and measured achievement in order to be eligible for a
learning disabjiities program. The average amounts of discrspancy for the
four severity classifications in the study are reported in Table

30. The discrepancies were calculated using the Woodcock-Johnson cluster
scores in reading, math, and written language and a modified WISC-R IQ
score. Generally the WISC-R Full Scale IQ score was used for the
discrepancy calculations unless there existed a significant difference
between the Verbal and Performance IQ scores of fifteen or more points. In

these cases the Verbal or Performance IQ which ever was higher) was
substituted for the Full Scale IQ to calculate the amount of the aptitude-
achievement discrepancy.




significantly from that of the nut placed and .2vere groups. No other pairs
were significantly different. For the Full Scale IQ means, the severe group
differed significantly from both the mild and borderline groups. No other
group pairs were significantly different.

Because the amount of difference between the Verbal and Performarce IQ
scores 1is frequently used as a diagnostic indicator for learning
disabilities, descriptive statistics were computed for t“e amount of Verbal-
Performance 1Q difference f~r each of the severity classifications.
Descriptive statistics for the absolute values of the differences found
between WISC-k Verhal and Performance IQ scores are provided in Table 28.

Table 28
WISC-R Verbal-Performance JQ Differences for Students Evaluated for a
Lrarning visability

CLASSIFICATION MEAN ST.DEV, MIN MAX n

Not Placed 9.38 7.48 0 28 32
Borderline 11.05 9.12 i 37 20
Mild 16.08 10.99 0 36 24
Severe 12,95 12.94 0 42 20

A one-way analysis of variance was calculated for the absolute value of
the amount of IQ difference by severity classification and found to be
significant (F=2.97, p=.03 ). Follow-ur analyses of groups using the
Scheffe’ method produced a single significant contrast between the mild
group (which had the greatest amount of 1Q difference) and the not placed
group (which had the least amount of Verb:'-Performance difference).

To summarize, the severity classifications differed significantly with
regard to Performance IQ, Ful. ‘cale IQ, and amount of Verbal-Performance IQ
difference, but not Verbal IQ. The mild group differed most with regard to
Performance IQ, and for Full Scale IQ the severe group was most different.
For Verbal-Performance IQ differences the only sigaificant contrast was
between the mild and not placed groups.
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The findings on the achievement data indicated that 37% of the sample
were administered one test, 30% two tests, and 34% three or more tests. The
Woodcock-Johnson Achievement Battery was the most frequently administered
test (94%) followed by the Wide Range Achievement Test (25%), the Brigance
(13)%, Key Math (7%), Woodcock Resding Mastery Test (6%), and the Peabody
Individual Achievement Test and the Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement
(less than 3% each). Other achievement tests (including diagnostic tests)
we.e administered to 47% of the sample. One file contained no information
concerning achievement testing. The means for the Woodcock-Johnson
Achievement : luster scores are illustrated in T ble 29.

TabLle 29
Mean Standard Scores on the Woodccck-Johnson Achievement Test of Students
Evaluated for a Learning Disability

Cluster Not Placed _ Borderline  Mild Severe
Reading 92.15 90.43 82.87 76.020
Math 90.47 90.0°% 84.83 72.29
Written Language 92.41 92.14 85.68 77.19

(n=34) (n=21) (n=23) (n=17)

To further investigate the relationships among achievement scores and
level of severity, a one-way ANOVA was conducted for the Woodcock-Johnson
reading, math, and written language cluster scores by severity type. The
results indicated that the sample meunrs differed significantly for the
reading cluster (F=10.13, p<.001), the math cluster (F=12.3, p<.001) and the
written language cluster (F=10.5, p<.001).

Follow-up analysis of differences in pairs of groups using the Scheffe’
procedure showed the not placed group to differ significantly (p<.05) on the
reading cluster score from both the mild and severe groups. The borderline
group also differed significantly from the severe group in reading. On the
math cluster score, the severe group differed significantly from all other
severity level groupings. In the area of written language, the severe group
differed significantly from the borderline and not placed groups. To
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summarize, the group identified as severe was most different from all other
saverity level groups in texms of academic achievement.

Kansas regulations for learning disabilities [K.A.R. 91-12-58(a)(4)]
require that a student exhibit a significant Jdiscrepancy between
intellectual ability and measured achievement in order to be eligibl: ior a
learning disabilities program. The average amounts of discrepancy for the
four severity classifications in the study are reported in Table

30. The discrepancies were calculated w:ing the Woodcock-Johnson cluster

scores in reading, math, and written language and a modified WISC-R I@
score. Genorally the WISC-R Full Scale IQ score was used for the
discrepancy calculations unless there existed a significant difference
between the Verbal and Performance IQ scores =i fifteen or more points. 1In
these cases the Verbal or Performance IQ@ (which ever was higher) was
substituted for the Full Scale IQ to calculate the amount of the aptitude-
achievement discrepancy.
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Table 30

Cluster Scores of Students Evaluated for Learning Disabilities

Classification Mean St.Dev, din Max n
Reading
Not Placed 7.97 5.99 1 22 35
Borderline 14.05 9.23 1 37 21
Mild 22.75 8.58 10 44 24
Severe 18.14 20.28 3 4z 21
Math
Not Placed 9.31 5.85 0 22 35
Borderline 14.43 8.95 3 31 21
Mild 20.88 12.17 0 47 24
Severe 21.76 9.84 10 48 21
Written Lanquage
Not Placed 10.46 5.10 1 21 35
Borderline 13.95 9.92 1 32 21
Mild 21.33 8.26 5 34 24
Severe 17.86 9.67 1 39 21

A one—-way ANOVA was also calculated for the three types of discrepancy
scores reported in Table 30 (i.e., modified I@ score minus the reacing,
math, or written language cluster score). The results showed the means to
diff.r significantly on the amount of reading discrepancy (F=19.9, p<.001,,
math discrepancy (F=15.1, p<.001), and written language discrepancy (f=13.0,
r<.001).

Follow-up analysis using the Scheffe’ procedure showec that for the
reading discrepancy, the not placed group had significantly smaller
discrepancies than all other severity groups. In addition the borderline
group had significantly smaller discrepancies than the mild groip. For the
math discrepancy, the not placed group had significantly smaller
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discrepancies than the mild and severe groups. The borderline group also
had sraller discrepancies than the severe group. For the written language
discrepancy, the not placed group had significantly smaller discrepanciec
than the mild and severe groups. To summarize, the group identified as nol
placed was the mos,t different from all other severity level groups in terms
of amount of discrepancy between aptitude and achievement.

ANiditional test data collected on the .7 sample indicated that the
majority of cases were administered other tests in addition to aptitude and
achievement tests. Only 11% of tne sample had no additional tests
administered while 20% had c.ie additional test, 26% two, 15% three, and 28%
four or more additional tests. The percentage of cases receiving the other
tests, the mean of the test when appropriate, and the number of cases used
to compute the mean score is reported in Teple 31. This data is repurted on
the portion of the sample that received additional tests (n=93).

Tabie 31
Other Tests administered to Students Evaluated for a Learning Disability

Tests Percentage Mean Number of Cases _
Bender 54% 87.14 43
Peabody Picture

Vocabulary Test 33% 95.22 27
Speecn/Language Screening 26% _— —_
Beexy 20% 92.57 14
Visual Aural Digit Span 16% 90.20 10
Draw A Person

(Developmental ) 11% — —
Vineland 10% 93.78 9
Motor-Free Visual

Perception Test 8% 94.57 7
Wepman 7% _ -

Language Structured Test 7% —_— —




The majority of the LD sample were admi-.isterad a behavioral/emotional
measure. Only 15% of them received no measure while 35% received one
measure, 17% received two measures, and 30% three or more measures. The
percentage of the sample that was administered the various
behavioral/emotional measures are illustrated in Table 32. This data is

reported on the portion o the sample who received a behavioral/emotional
measure (n=88).

Table 32

Behavioral/Emotional Measures Administered to Students Evaluated for a
Learning Disability

Measure Percentage
Projec:ive test 79%
Behavicr rating scale 30%
Parent interview/social history 9%
Student interview 10%
Personality inventory 7%
Adaptive behavior 5%
Myklebust 4%

The pruject staff also collected data related to observations. Kansas
Regulations K.A.R. 91-12-58(3) requires that "at least one eva.uaticn tean
member, other than the child’s regular teacher, shall observe the -hild's
academic performance in the regular classroom setting." Seventy-two percent
of the files contained documentation of observations while 28% of the files
lacked this data. The classifications for documentation of recorded
observation data are illustrated in Table 33 (n=75 for all tables reporting
observation data).
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Table 33

Method of Documentation of Observatins Conducted During Comprehensive
Evaluations of Students Referred faor a Learning Disability

_Method Percentage
Written (no form) 67%
Written on an observation form 29%
Informal 4%

The types of observations conducted are presented in “able 34.

Table 34

Types of Observations Conducted During Evaluations of Students Referred for
a Learning Dizabjlity

Type Percentage
Narrative 63%
Time sampling 13%
State of Kansas LD form 9%
Percentage count 4%
Other 5%
No information 5%

The state of Kansas LD guidelines recommend that the observation
involve non-handicapped students for comparfscn. Generally this was not
done. Only 29% of the files indicated that other students werc: observed for
comparison. Forty-one percent of the files indicated other students were
not observed for comparison, and 29% of the files lacked data on this
variable. More than half the students received one observation (69%), with
23% receiving two to six observations. Eight percent of the files lacked
this information. Of the students observed, most were observed in one
setting (80%). Twelve percent of the students were observed in two to five
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settings. Eight percent of the files lacked information on the number of
settings in which observations occurred.

Data was also collected on the number of minutes students were
observed. The findings are illustrated in Table 35.

Table 35
Length of Observation for Students Evaluated for a Learning Disability

Time Perc...tage
1-30 minutes 27%
31-60 minutes 24%
61+ minutes 4%
No information 45%

The Zinal variable on which observation data was collected concerned
the observer. The person documented as having conducted the observation is
reported in Table 36.

Table 36
Person Conducting Obsevvations of Students Evaluated for a Learning
Disability

QObserver Percentage
LD teacher/BD ieacher 44%
Psychologist 43%
Social worker 4%
Principal/Assistant principal 3%
Counselor 1%
No information 2%

Of the 104 files reviewed, 65% documented the use of a discrepancy
method to determine eligibility of students for a learning disability
program. Thivty-five percent of the files lacked information concerning
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vhether a discrepancy method was used. Of the files containing
documentation, 63% used the “regression" method, 32% the "aptitude-
achievement" method, and 1% some other method.

Sixty-six p scent of the LD sample were students who were placed in
learning disability programs. Of these students (n=69), fifty-two (75%) mec
the criteria for a severe discrepancy while eight (12%) wid not meet the
criteria. Three student files contained information toded as other (e.g.,
severe discrepancy demonstrated using an approach not in the guidelines),
and six files containea 10 information concerning a severe discrepancy.
Documentation of the amount of discrepancy varied. The most common types of
documentation were a worksheet (38%) ar information included in a report
(37%). Thirteen percent used test protocols, an LFA form or some other type
of documentation.

“xclusionary criteriz were also examined. Kansas regulations require
that six factors be considered prior to determining whether a student is
eligible fcr placement. A student is not eligible for services in a LD
program ii these exclusionary factors are the major cause of the student'’s
learning prollem. Data for the 69 students Placed in LD programs are
presented in Table 37.

Table 37
Other Factors Considered in Evaluating Studemts for a Lezrning Disabili‘y

Other Factors Corsidered

E -~tional difficulties 93%
Mental! retardation 97%
Sensory-motor ~roblems 88%
Environmental tactors 90%
Cultural differerces 944
Inconsistent education 90%

The most common model of service delivery used was a resource rcom.
Eighty-four percent of the students received this type of service. Ten
percent received services in a self-contained progran:,, 4% in an itinerant
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program, and 1% in a consultative program. A little over half of the sample
received services in an interrelatea program (54%), while 46% received
services in categorical programs. The hours of service per week received by
the sample are illustrated in Table 38 (n=69).

Table 38
Hours of Service per Week ReceiveZ by Students Identified as Learning
Disabled

_— Hours per Week Percentage
1-5 hours 53%
6-i0 hcurs 22%
11-15 hours 13%
16-3C hours 12%

The above data on hours of service was influenced by the selection process
of the study. The staff selected the sample based on criteria
characterizing students as borderline, mild, ¢r severe. This was based on
hours of service received by the student or on the type of program delivery
model in which the student received services. Only four students were
selected for each of the categories at the selected grade levels. These
parameters limited the frequency distribution of this variable.

The project statf collected data on interventions otner than placement
that the multi—disciplinary team recommerded for students wno were evaluated
for a possibie learning disability. Fifty-six per-ent of the _ases received
no recommendations for supplemental services. For those receiving
recommendations for additional interventions (n=46), the most frequently
suggested type was speech/language services (35%), followed by remedial
reading or math classes (20%) and counseling (17%). Interventions
categorized as "other  were recommended 5<% of the time. This category
included: school social worker follow-up, behavior modification progranm,
vocational training, physical examination, and alternative education.

The findings indicated that the goals and objectives of Indivicual
Education Plans (IEPs) matched tne disability areas identified by the
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comprehensive evaluation. 1In 64% of the LD sample this match occurred,
vhile in 7% of the sample this mat~h was lacking. In 28% of the sample the
data indicated that some of the goals matched identified disabilities while
others dic not. Every student in the sample that was placed in a '.D program
liad an current IEP.

in order to further investigate relationships among variables of
interest, forty-twe variabl!2s (including all eleven WISC-R subtests) were
selected for computation of the degree of relationship. Because of the
increased likelihood of obtainirng significant relationships among variables
given that many comparisons, a level of significance of at least .001 was
required before labeling the relationship as statistically significant.

Investigation of significant demographic variables revealea.

(a) a positive correlation between tre nuuber of schools attended and
nunber of years retained (r=.3%5);

(b) an inverse relationship between the nunber of schools atterded and
the Verbal (r=-.40) and Full Scale (r=-.32) IQ scores (the larger the number
of schools attended, the lower the 1@ scores);

(c) famales performed better than males on the coding subtest of the
WISCR (r=.31);

(d) students receiving free/reduced lunches scored lower on the
woodcock—-Johnson Tests of Achievement written language cluster (r=.32); and

(e) students qualifying for free/reduced lunches tended to receive mx re
hours per week instructional time in special education placements than those
not qualifying (r=.35).

Investigation of significant aptitude test variables revealed:

(a) all WISC-R subtest scores were significantly correlated with the
Full Scale IQ score except digit span and codiny (see Table 39)

(b) the Full Scale IQ score was positively correlated with the
Woodcock-Johnson reading (r=.49), math (r=.48), and written language (r=.36)
cluster standard scores;

(c) the verbal (but not Perfo.mance) I& score was positively correlated
with the Woodcock-Johnson reading (r=.54), math (r=.51), and written
language (r=.45) cluster standard scores;

(d) the Performance (but not Full Scale or Verbal) IQ was positively
correlated (r=.42) with the existence of a severe discrepancy (the higher
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the Performance IQ, the more likely the eristence of a severe discrepancy);
and

(e) the lower the Verba. IQ, the greatcr the number of hours placed in
a special education prcgram (r=-.34).

Investigation of significant achievement test varisbles revealed:

(a) the Woodcock-Johnson cluster standard scores in reading (r=-.33)
and written language (r=-.36) were negatively correlatea with the existence
of a severe discrepancy (the lower the scores, the greater the likelihood of
the existence of a severe discrepancy);

(b) the lower the Woodcock-Johnson cluster standard s~ores in reading
(r=-.42), math (r=-.50), and written language (r=-.45), the greater the
mmhar of hours placed in a special education program;

(c) Woodccck-Johnson cluster stand~rd scores in reading, math, and
writfen language werz positively correlated with each other (reading/math
r=.64, reading/written language r=.72, math/written language r=.65); and

(d) wide Range Achievement Test standard scores for the reading, ma.h,
and spelling subtests were positively correlated with each other (but with
no other factors).

To summarize this data, eligibility decisions were influenced strongly
by the amount of discrepancy between the WISC-R Performancz IQ score and
Woodcock-Johnson achievement standard scores. However, the amount of time
the sturlent was placed in a special educatior program was related to the
student’s WISC-R Verbal IQ, the student’s Woodcock-Johnson achievement
standard scores, and the student’s socioeconomic status as measured by
whether or not the student qualified for free/reduced lunches.
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Table 39
Correlations Between WISC-R Subtests and the FMill Scale IQ Score for
Students Referred for a Learning Disability

Subtest corxrelation (r)
Information .59%
Similarities .68%
Arithmetic .45%
Vocabulary .63%
Carnprehension .69%
Digit Span .18
Picture Campletion .53%
Picture Arrangement .48%
Block Design .34%
Object Assembly .46%
Coding .19

* = p<.004




Findings from Interviews

The interviews provided the qualitative aspect of the study. A total
of 268 interviews were conducted with eleven different instruments. These
included one interview to discuss philosophy of LEA administrators, two
interviews regarding preassessment (one general and one for
speech/language), two interviews about screening procedures (one for
administrators and one for speech/language clinicians), and six
comprehe, _ive evaluation interviews (one for each of the following: regular
education teachers, speech/language clinicians, behavior disorder teachers,
learning disability teachers, school psychologists, and school social
workers). Each section lists the categories and numbers of personnel who
responded to that particular type of interview.

in Dj t Phi

One aspect of the research study focused on the influence of personal
philosophy on the outcome of evaluation and the delivery of services. This
influence was examined through a philosophy interview to which seventy-six
individuals responded. The interview cons’sted of both open-ended questions
and structured questions witii Likert scale response formats. The philosophy
interview was given to personnel in administrative positions: special
education directors and building principals. Since guidance counselors
often served as the administrative represen.ative on teams, they were also
given the interview.

The findings indicated considerable variability in philosophies.
Thirty percent of the interviewees described their district's philosophy as
an attempt to meet student needs, e€laborating further that every student had
a right to the best education possible. Seven percent of the respondents
categorized their aistrict's philosophy as cne of compliance with the
Federal mandate ard state guidelines. Seven percent expresscd the
philosophy as a financial coumitment to quality services and the highest
possible maintenance of special education p.ograms, while another seven
percent stated the philosophy as a commitment to meet the needs of
identified exceptional students. Five percent described the district's
philosophy as a commitment to offer a complete educational nrogram of which
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special education was an integral part. Forty-three percent of the
interviewees responded with philosophy descriptions which were categorized
as "other". Within this "other classification" an additional twenty
categories with percentages of less than 5% were reported.

When asked if they agreed with their district’s philosophv, more than
half (55%) of the interviewees reported agreement. Eleven percent expressed
some disagreement with the philosopny. Nine percent qualified their
agreement by noting that state guidelines prevented the offering of services
to all students in need. Four percent declined to respond, and 21%
responded with information recorded as "other".

Interviewees were asxcd to rate their acveement or disagreement with
the district’s philosophy on a Likert Scale. The results are given in Table
40.

Table 40
Percentage uf Administrators Agreeing with Local Education Agency Philosophy

Re xonse Percentage
Agreed 67%
Disagreed 7%
Neutral 5%
No response 21%

Responses to the question of whether mil